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jaN 1 0 2007 



Claims 1 and 6 - 1 5 are currently pending. Claims 2-5 and 16-45 have 
been cancelled. However, Applicants expressly reserve the right to reinstate 
claims directed to the cancelled subject matter in this or a continuing application. 
No claims have been amended and no new matter has been added, 

11. ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 

In an Advisory Action dated December 1 . 2006, the Office maintained its 
final rejection of claims 16, 20, 22, and 25 as being unpatentable under §1 02(b) 
and of claims 6, 8 - 9. 11 ^ 15, 21 . 23 - 24, and 26 - 30 as being unpatentable 
under §103(a). In addition, the Office maintained Its rejection of claims 1,6-16, 
and 21-30 for obviousness-type double patenting over co-pending application 
no. 10/679,806. 

In the Advisory Action, the Office entered, and commented on, Applicants 
amendments to claims 1 and 16 submitted November 11, 2006. The Office 
rejected claim 16 und^r § 102(b), but did not expressly reject claim 1 (or claims 7 
and 1 0) over any prior art. Nor did the Office provided any statutory basis for a 
prior art rejection of these daims. Therefore, Applicants presume that claim 1. as 
well as daim 7 and 10, are subject only to the provisional obviousness-type 
double patenting rejection. 

Since the obviousness-type double patenting rejection is provisional and 
claims 1, 7, and 10 are othenvise patentable. Applicants request that the Office 
withdraw its double patenting rejection with respect to these claims. 

Moreover, presuming that claim 1 is allowable and since no rejection 
under §1 12 remains, ft appears that the Office en-ed In maintaining the rejection 
of claims that depend from claim 1 (i.e., claims 6-15). Notwithstanding this 
presumption, Applicants have filed a Request for Continuing Examination to 
prevent the application from becoming abandoned in the event that the Examiner 
intended to, but did not, provide a statutory basis for rejections of claim 1 . If such 
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a rejection was intended. Applicants respectfully request that the Office clarify the 

basis of rejection. 6iQ&iV.&Q 

CBfTRALFAXCEhfTER 

III. CONCLUSION JAN 1 0 2007 

In view of the proposed claim amendments presented above, and in view 
of the arguments presented by the Applicant on November 9, 2006, the present 
application is believed to be in condition for allowance and an early notice thereof 
is solicited. The Office is Invited to contact the undersigned counsel In order to 
further the pnssecutlon of this application in any way. 




Posillico 
^Istration No. 32,290 

Synnestvedt & Lechner 
2600 Aramark Tower 
1101 Market Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 
Telephone; (215) 923-4466 
Facsimile: (215) 923-2189 
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